Historical archaeology -a phrase used by archaeologists to describe the archaeology of the period from around AD 1500 up to and including the present -is unusual in its emergence as a new field of enquiry since the 1950s. This collection of contrasting chapters aims to capture the energy and diversity of contemporary anthropological historical archaeology, and to open up this material, which remains virtually unmentioned in conventional accounts of archaeological thought (e.g. Trigger 1990), to a wider archaeological and interdisciplinary readership. For some, the notion of 'historical archaeology' will appear tautological. Archaeology is often seen as the search for the remains of distant, prehistoric societies, or of Classical or Near Eastern civilisations. For others, the fact that archaeologists have neglected the most recent past -the periods studied most commonly by other disciplines, and from which massive quantities of materials survive -will appear perverse. Our commitment to this editorial project, however, derives from our understanding of archaeology as a contemporary project with a distinctive bundle of methods and practices, which works on the material remains of human societies from all periods.
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that freely crosses disciplinary boundaries and provides distinctive insights into the study of the material world. * * * A note on that phrase historical archaeology is a necessary starting point. It raises the field's potential location in interdisciplinary environments. Some archaeologists, among them John Moreland (2001) , define historical archaeology by the presence of written documents in the society being investigated. This perspective draws upon a strong tradition of thought in archaeology and anthropology that has marked out literate societies, and especially those that write their own histories, as special subjects of enquiry. Thus, anthropologist Jack Goody has considered the importance of writing, first recorded in the urbanising societies of the second half of the fourth millennium BC in south-west Asia and Egypt (see Houston 2004: 1), as a material dimension of the human development of language and as a relatively uncommon phenomenon until the closing centuries of the second millennium AD. He observed how 'written cultures were' for most of the past 5000 years 'minority cultures' (Goody 2000: 134) . Goody has argued that the presence of writing affected the whole of society regardless of whether all its members could write, changing senses of time and conceptions of temporality.
Separating out cultures with traditions of writing, especially of writing histories, as the subject matter of historical archaeology is problematic. As Laurie Wilkie (this volume) acknowledges, while the presence of documents offers unique opportunities for historical archaeologists, written sources represent simply another, albeit distinctive, form of material culture rather than a revolutionary change in the human past. In both literate and non-literate situations, oral traditions often produce deep senses of temporality, history and ways of recounting. As Eric Wolf (1982) observed, there is a political imperative to rejecting models of non-western or non-literate societies as being 'without history'. For many historical archaeologists, then, the presence of written documents does not define a special field of archaeological study. African historical archaeologists, for example, have long relied upon oral tradition and oral history as a key element in their study of precolonial, colonial, and postcolonial African societies of the past 500 years (see e.g. DeCorse 1996; Schmidt 1978). Rather than claiming that historical archaeology is the study of 'people with history' (Little 1994) , in this volume we use the term historical to refer broadly to the post-1500 period, strongly resisting any attempt to separate the field from the archaeology of earlier periods.
Of course, historical archaeology works on the material remains of situations from which no written records survive as often as it does at sites for which rich documentary sources exist. In all cases, historical archaeologists bring an awareness of how much of daily life remains undocumented, unspoken, and yet is far from insignificant and often leaves material traces. Historical archaeologies are different from the work of our prehistorian colleagues only in the sheer diversity and quantities of materials that survive, and in the relative proximity of the material to the present: both of which bring distinctive opportunities rather than essential differences.
Concerns with the excess and temporal contiguity of the material remains of the recent past that we study in the present have often led to a certain nervousness over the status of the field (Hicks 2004). In the United Kingdom, this has been most visible in debates over terminology, where the alternative merits of the appellations post-medieval archaeology, industrial archaeology, later historical archaeology, etc. have been considered (e.g. Tarlow 1999a), in contrast with the term in international usage, 'historical archaeology', used in the present volume. Post-medieval archaeology has traditionally been defined as the archaeology of the period between c. AD 1450-1750, with later material being left to 'industrial archaeologists'. While many British 'post-medievalists' increasingly work beyond the mid-eighteenth century, this division is still visible in many places. Such terminologies derive in part from a definition of the period from the mid-eighteenth century in Europe as 'industrial society', but also from the fact that the material remains of industrial manufacturing sites have been a principal focus of archaeological interest in this period since the 1950s and 1960s. Meanwhile, debates over the relationships between 'medieval' and 'post-medieval' archaeology have also proceeded, especially in relation to models of an 'age of transition ' (Gaimster and Stamper 1997) . While such 'transition' is as much a product of contemporary institutional divisions as of any significant historical shifts (Courtney 1997), the archaeology of this neglected period is now receiving more attention -for instance through archaeological studies of the reformation (Gaimster and Gilchrist 2004) .
Relationships between historical archaeology and the material remains of the most recent past have been approached in a number of contrasting ways. Some have aimed to bound off the field through 'cut-off' points, where archaeological attention must stop. For example, in his overview of 'the historical archaeology of Britain', Richard Newman argues that
The end of the Victorian Age makes much sense as a terminus. We are probably too close to the twentieth century's cultural detritus to be able to focus on the nature of its archaeology. Moreover, the development of the telegraph, the telephone, photography and, at the end of the nineteenth century, the internal combustion engine, all had profound effects on material culture and everyday life. . They argue that archaeologists mistakenly assume that they know and understand the recent past, and define a principal goal of contemporary historical archaeology as 'de-familiarising' the recent past (Tarlow 1999a: 264) . However, here the 'familiar' past is limited to British material, and is actively distinguished from alternative traditions of historical archaeology, especially those developed in North America.
A third approach, and the one adopted in assembling and editing this volume, defines historical archaeology as a contemporary and creative practice, rather than trying to imagine recent pasts that are distanced, made unfamiliar, before being interpreted. By extending the limits of archaeology into the twentieth century (e.g. Buchli 1999; Schofield and Johnson this volume) and the contemporary world (e.g. Buchli and Lucas 2001a), historical archaeologists have been at the vanguard of archaeological contributions to the awareness of the contemporary nature of our work on material remains. In the reflexive study of the 'contemporary past' (Buchli 2002b; Buchli and Lucas 2001c; Lucas 2001; Olivier 2001), the contemporary dimensions of archaeological practice are emphasised, and any firm, linear narratives dividing 'history' from 'prehistory' are broken down (cf. Hodder 1999: 80-104) . A scepticism towards models of the uniqueness of 'modernity' or of rupture from an archaic past emerges. By studying material culture to discern more complex situations -like others working to 'gather up dark, discarded scraps and peer into them' (Bennett 2001: 7) -historical archaeologists have developed approaches that problematise suggestions of a 'great divide' between premodern and modern, modern and contemporary, scholar and object (cf. Latour 1993: 10-12) . Archaeologists no longer, as Bill Rathje has put it, have to wait until 'after the dust settles' (Rathje 2001: 67) .
By underlining how they work in the present on what survives from the past, historical archaeologists are increasingly able to move beyond traditional arguments over the distinctive contribution of historical archaeology. In the United Kingdom, for instance, a focus upon objects and their production dominated 'post-medieval archaeology' into the 1990s, mainly because the individuals involved were often museum professionals or employed in urban rescue archaeologies. This led to sustained attempts to contribute material illustrations of normative economic histories. Thus, in his www.cambridge.org © in this web service Cambridge University Press 
Rabinow and Sullivan 1987), and the rejection of the 'totalising' approaches within processualism, structuralism and structural Marxism -rather than simply illustrating or supplementing other disciplines, as 'handmaiden to history' or sociocultural anthropology (Noël Hume 1964) .
Interpretive historical archaeologists have focused upon the close relationships between people and things in the past, revealing 'the intimate and unheralded details of day-to-day life' (Beaudry 1996: 496) in a similar fashion to anthropological studies of consumption and material culture ( The power of such studies does not, however, simply derive from the imaginative and theoretically sophisticated work of interpretive scholars: it emerges from a bundle of distinctive archaeological attitudes, methods and practices in relation to materiality. As Barker and Majewski (this volume) point out, descriptive and typological work in ceramic studies continue to construct strong empirical foundations for broader interdisciplinary studies. Indeed, we suggest that it is this combination of interpretation and method, developed especially in this hybrid field that goes unmentioned in so many archaeological textbooks, that distinguishes the place of historical archaeology.
In many fields of the arts, humanities and social sciences, a refocusing upon the material dimensions of social life is taking place. (1973) , and especially since Hodder (1986). Rather than 'two cultures' -a materials-based science and an interpretive, theoretical field concerned with meaning -historical archaeology has, unusually perhaps, remained a hybrid field (cf. A. Jones 2002 Jones , 2004 . As such, and especially through its 'unfolding' into broader archaeologies of the contemporary past (Hicks 2003) , historical archaeology is in a unique position to combine 'material' and 'immaterial' concerns: folding together broader narratives (geographical or temporal) with rich and nuanced local stories, and exploring the permeabilities between human and material worlds. * * * We wish to conclude with a note on 'companionship'. This volume has emerged from many conversations, excavations, conferences and friendships. We wanted to introduce the reader to the energy and richness of historical archaeology around the world, through a variety of themes that have been important in the emergence of the field. The overwhelming potentialities of archaeologies of the recent past have led us to underline, indeed to celebrate, the partiality of the snapshot presented here: presenting a series of coherent themes as essentially provisional and contestable. This is a volume of passionate and personal essays rather than contributions to 'adequate archaeological theory', or periodisation. Such an approach is a necessary response to the material complexities of the recent past, and the Similarly, historical archaeology's repeated engagements, investing long periods of time in applying its methods in the contexts of households, industrial landscapes or its many other themes and places, result in complex and evocative stories, rather than neat, closed accounts of prime movers. We hope that this volume will inspire yet more open-minded, creative and collaborative explorations of the material remains of the recent past and to the place of historical archaeology.
